





















































































































































































































































































































































e Construction inflation, based on your Construction Manager’s experience over the last six
months is less than 2% where we had planned previously for an annual average greater
than 5%.

e Your timeline was to solicit bids in early 2021 for 2021 building completion. You are on
track to be ready as you are now at about 60+% design.

e To date you have spent about $466,000 on land and planning.

The basis for this update is driven by the USDA funding, its’ timeline, and what we believe to be
a construction inflation reduction. We also have more clarity on a number of issues including
funding, legislative action and inflation.

My goal for your meeting is to review any remaining issues but specifically to discuss the timeline
and risks and opportunities involved in the current timeline.

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or concerns about this agenda item.
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Kitchen Appliances $24,106.00
Soil Borings $11,935.00
‘ Construction Budget Architect/Engineering Fees $1,150,565.00
Construction Man;ger 250,300.00 Office Furniture $12,667.00
Special Testing Su 5,000.00 ’
General Conditions $148,375.00 Maating RoanRumiare 62700
Concrete $1,410,936.00 Land Purchase $309,000.00
Masonry $244,900.00 Legal $25,000.00
Structural Steel $262,209.00 Cost of Borrowing $150,000.00
Carpentry $203,094.00
Thermal and Moisture Protection  $358,187.00 Grand Total $9,381,050.00
Doors & Windows $351,300.00 e
Drywall $381,462.00
Finishes $175,501.00
Division 10 Specialties $57,495.00
Division 11 Equipment $29,067.00
Furnishings $37,105.00
Fire Protection $70,000.00
Plumbing/HVAC Subcontractor $1,478,000.00
Plymovent Exhaust System $115,000.00
Electrical $309,000.00
Sitework/Site Utilities $555,740.00
Landscaping $110,000.00
Paving Subcontractor $262,874.00
Irrigation System $26,250.00
Sales Tax $32,178.00
Contingency $340,694.00
Building Permit $71,456.00
Roadway Improvements $260,000.00
CM Fee $173,427.00

Construction Total $7,659,550.00
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Memorandum

Wmm HISTORY & PROGRESS MEET

TO: Honorable Mayor Zieman DATE: 8/14/2020
Members of the City Council

FROM: Todd Prafke
City Administrator

RE: Vacation Benefit Modification
ACTION/RECOMMENDATION
None needed. For your information and discussion only.
BACKGROUND

Members may know that your personnel policy provides rules related to lots of things including
the amount of vacation employees receive.

Below you will find the information from your current policy.

Months of Service Accumulation Rate Maximum Accumulation
0-60 months 7 hours per month 160 hours
61-120 months 10.00 hours per month 200 hours
121-180 months 12.00 hours per month 240 hours
181-300 months 13.33 hours per month 264 hours
301-360 months 14.5 hours per month 280 hours
361+ months 16.5 hours per month 280 hours

My goal for your meeting is to discuss the potential to add a provision that additionally rewards
employees with substantial tenure with a small increase in vacation accumulation rate.

There are a number of directions this could go but a category that rewards employees with 420
months (35 years) of service or greater with an additional 1.5 hours per month or 18 hours per
year with no additional Maximum Accumulation seems reasonable. So a new table could look
like:

Months of Service Accumulation Rate Maximum Accumulation
0-60 months 7 hours per month 160 hours
61-120 months 10.00 hours per month 200 hours
121-180 months 12.00 hours per month 240 hours
181-300 months 13.33 hours per month 264 hours

301-360 months 14.5 hours per month 280 hours
5 16 5 hours per month 280 hours

O e
280 hours




A few of things to consider as a part of this:

e The potential impact is very small. Today we have one person that meets this new
threshold but | could see maybe three or four from your current non-union and union
employees getting there before they retire. But “getting there” is then likely only for a year
or two. Based on our demographics and data in the employment universe it is even less
likely that employees will have that amount of tenure with any single employer including
us. Another way to say that may be that the risk of additional decreasing value due to this
change is likely to be less than it would have been 20 years ago.

¢ Similar language is in each of your union agreements and they would likely look to follow.

¢ The loss of value of this change per eligible employee depends on their pay but would
generally be about $500-$800 per year.

My hope for your meeting is to review your interest in providing some additional level of benefit
for those that have served the community/City the longest. There are certainly other variances
on a theme you could make but my hope was to keep this within the current system, for it to be
measureable and relatively simple. Lastly, | don’t think this makes anyone stay longer nor does
not providing this likely mean people retire sooner, so one could question whether it makes sense
to change anything since there is no discernable goal or change in outcomes. The appropriate
questions are:

o |s this a reasonable way to treat employees with more than 35 years of service?
¢ Does this change positively impact the effective and efficient operation of the City?

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or concerns about this agenda item.
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